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CSU NSSE 2016 Advising Results 
The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive analysis of advising results from the 2016 National Survey of 
Student Engagement (NSSE). CSU added an advising module (a section of questions specifically related to advising) to 
the standard survey. The full module can be reviewed here (link).  

Executive Summary 
Participation in the NSSE data collection process serves CSU in three significant ways.   

First, it allows CSU to benchmark against other institutions of higher education (IHEs).  Specifically, we compared our 
results against a national data set of public and private IHEs (all who completed the NSSE advising module this year) and 
a subset representing other large land grant institutions.  The peer comparisons results suggest that CSU first-year 
undergraduates are more engaged with advising services than are their counterparts elsewhere.  Results indicate the 
following. 

• First-year students at CSU report higher levels of satisfaction with advising compared to both peer groups. 
• Seniors at CSU report similar levels of satisfaction compared to both peer groups.  
• First-year students at CSU report meeting with their advisor more often than first-year students at peer IHEs.  
• A larger proportion of both first year and seniors at CSU self-reported that they get the majority of their advising 

advice from an assigned advisor or faculty member compared to students at the comparison schools.  

A second benefit of NSSE participation is our ability to look at trends over time.  CSU has participated in a total of nine 
survey administrations. Our longitudinal data show consistent gains in students’ self-reported satisfaction with advising 
on campus. This result lends support for the recent redesign of advising services and delivery.  Additionally, first-year 
students have consistently had higher levels of advising satisfaction compared with seniors.  These results speak to the 
importance of professional advisors.  

A third benefit of NSSE participation is our ability to use the data for continuous self-improvement by looking at internal 
variation between specific populations (academic units and/or students).  

• There is significant variation in the advising results by college. Two colleges have above average responses for all 
class levels and two colleges have below average responses across all class levels. 

• Low-income and minority students (regardless of class level) report similar levels of satisfaction.  
• First generation seniors report higher levels of advising quality compared to continuing generation seniors, but 

do not show differences at the first-year or sophomore class level.  

It is important for academic units to explore variation in the advising results to help identify structures that may better 
meet students’ needs if the self-reported indicates that these needs aren’t being met. The two colleges with the highest 
advising averages are also colleges with higher than expected 6-year graduation rates. This could indicate that the 
advising best practices have a positive association with graduation at CSU.  

http://nsse.indiana.edu/pdf/modules/2015/NSSE%202015%20Academic%20Advising%20Module.pdf
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Data 
The 2016 administration of the NSSE was very successful. CSU’s response rates were much higher than our peers, which 
resulted in about 1700 first-year, 1000 sophomores, and 1800 senior respondents. The table below displays the number 
of respondents by class level and college. Additionally, an analysis of the NSSE sample’s demographics indicate that the 
2016 data are representative in terms of first generation (FG) status, minority status, and low-income (Pell recipient) 
status. The report on CSU’s 2016 NSSE data quality can be found here (link). 

Table 1. 

CSU 2016 NSSE Respondent Count by College and Class Level 
  AS BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared Other1 Total 
First Year 132 132 204 241 194 304 78 88 327 38 1738 
Sophomore 69 85 61 214 181 178 25 69 104 3 989 
Senior 135 203 246 332 336 329 77 146 4 3 1811 
1Other includes the following students: continuing education, INTO, faculty/staff, guest, and visiting 
international program 

 

This report is organized according to the three ways CSU utilizes NSSE data. The first section compares CSU’s results to 
first-year and seniors at other large land grant institutions. The second section looks at CSU’s advising satisfaction levels 
over time and the third section focuses on internal variation within CSU’s data. 

Peer Comparison on NSSE 2016 
The general NSSE survey asks students to indicate the quality of their interactions with academic advisors at our 
institution (on a scale from 1="Poor" to 7="Excellent").  Among first-year students, 54% responded with a 6 or 7, which is 
a statistically higher proportion (by 4 percentage points) than the first-year students at other IHEs. Among seniors, 50% 
responded with a 6 or 7 which is identical to the proportion of seniors that responded this way at other IHEs. Our first-
year students are reporting better interactions with academic advisors compared to first-year students at other IHEs; 
however, CSU seniors are reporting a very similar quality of interactions as seniors at other IHEs. 

For the advising module questions, CSU first-year students have statistically higher mean responses to all but one of the 
questions (statistically the same on this question) compared to first-year students at other IHEs. CSU seniors are 
statistically the same as seniors at the other IHEs (on most of the questions - statistically lower on two and statistically 
higher on one). The advising module results are similar to the general NSSE question about advising, the first-year 
students at CSU are reporting higher levels than peers but CSU seniors are relatively similar. 

First- year students at CSU meet with their advisor 2.5 times a year. This is statistically higher than the 2.3 average 
among first-year students at other IHEs. Seniors at CSU meet with their advisor 2.2 times a year which is identical to 
seniors at other IHEs. The advising module asks students to report from whom they receive the majority of their advice 
about advising. About 49% of first-year students at CSU report getting the majority of their academic advice from 
advisors assigned to them compared to only 35% of first-year students at other IHEs. A larger proportion of CSU seniors 
also reported receiving the majority of their academic advice from assigned advisors (37% compared to 32%). These are 
indicators that the intentionality of advising at CSU is relatively strong.  

http://wsnet.colostate.edu/cwis36/nsse/NSSE_Sample_Quality.pdf
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Longitudinal Trends at CSU 
CSU has participated in the NSSE survey nine times. The figure below displays the mean response for first-year and 
seniors to a question that asks students to rank their satisfaction with advising on a scale of 1 to 4. The NSSE survey 
underwent major changes after 2012 so this question was no longer asked in 2016 (replaced by the question that asks 
students to rank the quality of interactions they have had with their advisor). 

Figure 1.  

 

 

As shown in the figure, the average response to the older NSSE question about rating the quality of academic advising 
has consistently increased over the years for first-year students and seniors. First-year students have consistently 
reported higher levels of satisfaction with advising compared to seniors. The change of questions in 2016 doesn’t allow 
for the most recent year’s inclusion, but the strong results for the new question asking about the quality of interactions 
with advisors supports this trend of increased satisfaction with advising at CSU. 
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Internal Variation at CSU 
The first two sections of this report indicate that CSU students, particularly first year, are reporting high levels of 
satisfaction with advising compared to our peers. CSU’s historical information indicates that our student’s levels of 
satisfaction has progressively increased since 2001. This part of the report explores how the module results vary by 
college and demographic group. The results are organized by class level and the corresponding data tables can be seen 
in the appendixes. 

Advising for First-Year Students 
Half of the colleges, as well as undeclared students, are above average across the set of advising experience questions 
when compared to first-year students at CSU overall. Three colleges have lower than average composite scores across 
the set of items that ask about the quality of advising. This statement is based on the composite score calculated from 
all nine advising items. The mean responses by item and college for first-year students can be viewed in Appendix A. 

In terms of number of meetings with an advisor, the modal number of meetings is two for most colleges. Only one 
college has students that more frequently reported having three meetings a year. Among first-year students, the 
number of times a student meets with their advisor has a statistically significant positive correlation with the overall 
advising construct (r=.366, p<.001).  

There is also a correlation between the proportion of students who self-report that the majority of their advising advice 
comes from an assigned advisor or faculty and the advising construct. The two colleges with the highest proportion of 
students who get the majority of their advising advice from an assigned advisor also have the highest advising construct 
scores. It is noteworthy that there are two colleges with about 31% of the first-year students reporting getting the 
majority of their advising advice from family or friends. 

First-year students of color, FG, and Pell students are all statistically comparable to their demographic counterparts on 
each of the questions. 

Advising for Sophomore Students 
Three colleges have above average mean scores on the advising construct compared to sophomores at CSU overall and 
four colleges have lower than average composite scores across the set of items that ask about the quality of advising. 
This statement is based on the composite score calculated from all nine advising items. The mean responses by item and 
college for sophomores can be viewed in Appendix B. 

In terms of numbers of advisor meetings, the modal number of meetings is two for all colleges except for one college 
(the majority of students in this college meet with their advisor only once a year). The number of times a sophomore 
student meets with their advisor does have a statistically significant positive correlation with the overall advising 
construct (r=.387, p<.001). 

Among sophomores, a positive correlation also exists between the proportion of students who self-report that the 
majority of their advising advice comes from an assigned advisor or faculty member and the advising construct score. 
About 35% of sophomores from two colleges state they receive the majority of their advising advice from friends, other 
students, or family members. 
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Sophomore students of color, FG, and Pell students are all statistically their demographic counterparts on each of the 
questions.  

Advising for Seniors 
Four colleges have above average mean scores on the advising construct compared to seniors at CSU overall and three 
colleges have lower than average composite scores across the set of items that ask about the quality of advising. This 
statement is based on the composite score calculated from all nine advising items. The mean responses by item and 
college for seniors can be viewed in Appendix C. 

In terms of the number of times seniors meet with their advisors, the modal number of meetings is two, but one 
meeting per year is nearly as frequent. Among seniors, the number of times a student meets with their advisor does 
have a statistically significant positive correlation with the overall advising construct (r=.346, p<.001). 

The positive correlation between the proportion of students who self-report that the majority of their advising advice 
comes from an assigned advisor or faculty member and the advising construct score also exits at the senior class level. 
Overall, at CSU about 21% of seniors report that the majority of their advising advice comes from family members or 
other students. 

Seniors are the only class level with a significant difference across a demographic attribute. Senior students of color and 
Pell students are all statistically comparable to their demographic counterparts. However, FG seniors have a statistically 
significant higher mean score on eight of the nine questions related to the quality of advising. 

Conclusions 
Overall, CSU has strong results for students’ self-reported quality of advising. The student success initiatives have 
redesigned how CSU approaches advising in the first two years of undergraduate education and the peer results are 
promising in support of this initiative. The roll out of the EAB data and its use by the Academic Success Coordinators will 
hopefully continue this trend of increased quality of advising by allowing advisors to have more detailed conversations 
with a variety of students.  

There is significant variation in the advising by college, but very little variation by demographic attributes. Two colleges 
have consistently lower and two have consistently higher self-reported scores for the NSSE advising construct. The next 
step in understanding advising differences among the colleges is to further delve into the variation by college within 
major and within demographic group. The number of respondents at this level of detail is very small and each analysis 
should be completed in collaboration with an advising representation for that college.  
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Appendix A: First-Year Responses 
Tables A.1, A.2, and A.3 display the responses discussed in internal variation analysis for the first-year students.  

Table A.1 First Year Mean Responses to Advising Module Questions by College 

 

Table A.2 First Year Distribution of the Number of Advising Discussions by College 

 

College
NSSE question:  AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared CSU Overall
Advising Construct (composite score of all nine items) 2.98 2.82 2.67 3.05 2.97 2.73 3.14 2.87 2.98 2.90
Been available when needed 3.15 2.85 2.78 3.16 3.10 2.98 3.38 2.99 3.05 3.04
Listened closely to your concerns and questions 3.14 3.07 2.87 3.23 3.25 2.96 3.40 3.06 3.11 3.10
Informed you of important deadlines 2.96 2.83 2.82 3.05 3.08 2.72 3.19 3.03 3.11 2.96
Helped you understand academic rules and policies 2.95 2.86 2.62 3.02 2.97 2.64 2.95 2.94 2.94 2.86
Informed you of academic support options (tutoring, study groups, help with writing, etc.) 2.95 2.74 2.74 3.12 2.86 2.77 3.10 2.83 3.10 2.92
Provided useful information about courses 3.12 2.97 2.81 3.14 3.18 2.85 3.14 3.00 3.07 3.02
Helped you when you had academic difficulties 2.86 2.81 2.47 2.91 2.81 2.55 2.84 2.72 2.89 2.76
Helped you get information on special opportunities (study abroad, internships, research projects, etc.) 2.78 2.86 2.57 2.93 2.74 2.54 3.03 2.79 2.81 2.75
Discussed your career interests and post-graduation plans 2.88 2.61 2.35 2.93 2.75 2.52 3.14 2.71 2.85 2.73
Cells highlighted gold indicate that the college mean score is lower than the overall CSU mean and cells highlighted green indicate that the college mean score is higher than the overall 
CSU mean. A 95% confidence interval around the overall CSU mean is used to determine if a college mean is statistically higher or lower than the overall value.

During the current school year, to what extent have your academic advisors done the following? (1=Very Little, 2=Some, 3= Quite a bit, 4= Very Much)

' College
Number of Meetings AS BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared Overall

0 0.8% 2.7% 2.9% 1.4% 1.2% 3.3% 0.0% 1.4% 1.8% 2.0%
1 13.6% 24.1% 28.7% 16.0% 16.5% 27.3% 15.3% 14.9% 10.8% 19.0%
2 30.5% 47.3% 36.3% 33.0% 35.4% 37.1% 18.1% 51.4% 36.1% 36.1%
3 24.6% 17.0% 18.7% 28.3% 25.0% 18.9% 25.0% 16.2% 28.5% 23.2%
4 16.1% 7.1% 8.2% 12.7% 15.2% 9.5% 20.8% 10.8% 13.0% 12.1%
5 5.9% 0.0% 2.3% 3.3% 4.3% 2.2% 12.5% 4.1% 2.9% 3.5%

6 or more 8.5% 1.8% 2.9% 5.2% 2.4% 1.8% 8.3% 1.4% 6.9% 4.3%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Response Distribution: During the current school year about how many times have you and an academic advisor discussed 
your academic interests, course selections, or academic performance?
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 Table A.3 First Year Distribution for Main Source of Advising Advice by College 

 

  

Response distribution: What has been your primary source of advice regarding your academic plans?
' College
Advising Advice Source AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared Overall
Academic advisor(s) assigned to you 41.5% 45.0% 52.9% 60.0% 48.2% 38.7% 62.5% 49.3% 56.0% 50.1%
Academic advisor(s) available to any student 12.7% 8.3% 4.1% 4.2% 0.6% 7.7% 1.4% 5.5% 4.4% 5.4%
Faculty or staff not formally assigned as an advisor 9.3% 4.6% 3.5% 5.6% 7.9% 6.9% 8.3% 4.1% 6.2% 6.3%
Family members 16.9% 22.9% 17.4% 13.5% 20.1% 21.2% 15.3% 17.8% 14.5% 17.6%
Friends or other students 10.2% 5.5% 14.0% 12.1% 6.7% 10.2% 2.8% 11.0% 10.9% 10.0%
I did not seek academic advice this year 2.5% 6.4% 1.2% 0.9% 3.7% 5.1% 2.8% 5.5% 3.6% 3.4%
Online advising system (degree progress report, etc.) 1.7% 0.0% 1.2% 1.4% 4.3% 2.9% 2.8% 2.7% 1.5% 2.0%
Other 4.2% 1.8% 2.3% 0.5% 6.1% 2.2% 1.4% 2.7% 1.5% 2.4%
Website, catalog, or other published sources 0.8% 5.5% 3.5% 1.9% 2.4% 5.1% 2.8% 1.4% 1.5% 2.9%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Appendix B: Sophomore Responses 
Tables B.1, B.2, and B.3 display the responses discussed in internal variation analysis for sophomores. It should be note that sample size is under 100 per college 
at the sophomore level (in all colleges besides HHS, NS, LA and Undeclared), which can lead to some variability in the results. 

Table B.1 Sophomore Mean Responses to Advising Module Questions by College 

 

Table B.2 Sophomore Distribution of the Number of Advising Discussions by College 

 

College
NSSE question:  AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared CSU Overall
Advising Construct (composite score of all nine items) 2.68 2.61 2.57 2.85 2.74 2.59 2.93 3.09 2.72 2.74
Been available when needed 2.95 2.73 2.69 2.90 2.96 2.80 2.95 3.20 2.76 2.88
Listened closely to your concerns and questions 2.95 2.90 2.80 2.97 3.15 2.84 3.10 3.27 2.87 2.98
Informed you of important deadlines 2.58 2.71 2.76 2.84 2.96 2.51 3.18 3.13 3.04 2.82
Helped you understand academic rules and policies 2.64 2.53 2.67 2.86 2.74 2.60 2.70 3.12 2.72 2.74
Informed you of academic support options (tutoring, study groups, help with writing, etc.) 2.65 2.54 2.65 2.86 2.53 2.58 3.00 3.06 2.80 2.71
Provided useful information about courses 2.74 2.73 2.59 2.95 2.90 2.72 3.14 3.30 2.72 2.85
Helped you when you had academic difficulties 2.46 2.44 2.24 2.71 2.49 2.44 2.30 3.05 2.60 2.55
Helped you get information on special opportunities (study abroad, internships, research projects, etc.) 2.55 2.52 2.21 2.76 2.50 2.45 2.80 3.00 2.44 2.58
Discussed your career interests and post-graduation plans 2.46 2.44 2.27 2.78 2.41 2.37 2.91 2.78 2.63 2.55

During the current school year, to what extent have your academic advisors done the following? (1=Very Little, 2=Some, 3= Quite a bit, 4= Very Much)

Cells highlighted gold indicate that the college mean score is lower than the overall CSU mean and cells highlighted green indicate that the college mean score is higher than the overall 
CSU mean. A 95% confidence interval around the overall CSU mean is used to determine if a college mean is statistically higher or lower than the overall value.

' College
Number of Meetings AS BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared Overall

0 0.0% 9.4% 4.3% 4.3% 8.6% 17.2% 0.0% 3.6% 3.8% 7.4%
1 24.6% 18.8% 29.8% 18.5% 25.9% 27.8% 13.6% 21.8% 21.5% 23.1%
2 36.8% 31.3% 40.4% 41.8% 32.4% 26.5% 54.5% 30.9% 38.0% 35.2%
3 19.3% 23.4% 17.0% 20.1% 18.7% 17.9% 18.2% 21.8% 17.7% 19.3%
4 12.3% 7.8% 6.4% 7.6% 8.6% 6.6% 13.6% 7.3% 11.4% 8.4%
5 3.5% 6.3% 0.0% 3.8% 2.9% 1.3% 0.0% 7.3% 3.8% 3.3%

6 or more 3.5% 3.1% 2.1% 3.8% 2.9% 2.6% 0.0% 7.3% 3.8% 3.4%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Response Distribution: During the current school year about how many times have you and an academic advisor discussed 
your academic interests, course selections, or academic performance?
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 Table B.3 Sophomore Distribution for Main Source of Advising Advice by College 

 

  

Response distribution: What has been your primary source of advice regarding your academic plans?
' College
Advising Advice Source AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Undeclared Overall
Academic advisor(s) assigned to you 49.1% 57.8% 44.7% 57.1% 42.9% 38.0% 72.7% 44.4% 39.2% 47.5%
Academic advisor(s) available to any student 10.5% 6.3% 4.3% 2.7% 2.1% 12.0% 0.0% 5.6% 17.7% 6.9%
Faculty or staff not formally assigned as an advisor 7.0% 6.3% 4.3% 5.5% 15.7% 6.0% 9.1% 5.6% 7.6% 7.8%
Family members 12.3% 9.4% 14.9% 11.0% 15.0% 14.0% 9.1% 22.2% 19.0% 14.0%
Friends or other students 3.5% 7.8% 21.3% 9.3% 13.6% 10.7% 9.1% 13.0% 7.6% 10.6%
I did not seek academic advice this year 1.8% 1.6% 2.1% 3.3% 3.6% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1% 3.8%
Online advising system (degree progress report, etc.) 3.5% 4.7% 0.0% 3.3% 2.1% 3.3% 0.0% 9.3% 2.5% 3.3%
Other 8.8% 3.1% 2.1% 2.7% 1.4% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8%
Website, catalog, or other published sources 3.5% 3.1% 6.4% 4.9% 3.6% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 3.4%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Appendix C: Senior Responses 
Tables C.1, C.2, and C.3 display the responses discussed in internal variation analysis for seniors.  

Table C.1 Senior Mean Responses to Advising Module Questions by College 

 

Table C.2 Senior Distribution of the Number of Advising Discussions by College 

 

College
NSSE question:  AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR CSU Overall
Advising Construct (composite score of all nine items) 2.82 2.66 2.48 2.83 2.52 2.48 3.02 2.69 2.64
Been available when needed 3.13 2.78 2.82 3.04 2.73 2.93 3.35 2.96 2.92
Listened closely to your concerns and questions 3.12 2.89 2.77 3.09 2.79 2.81 3.38 2.92 2.92
Informed you of important deadlines 2.72 2.89 2.66 2.88 2.78 2.50 3.27 2.91 2.77
Helped you understand academic rules and policies 2.64 2.68 2.47 2.78 2.55 2.38 2.87 2.64 2.59
Informed you of academic support options (tutoring, study groups, help with writing, etc.) 2.35 2.45 2.26 2.62 2.26 2.27 2.47 2.37 2.38
Provided useful information about courses 2.86 2.71 2.44 2.87 2.50 2.48 2.99 2.74 2.65
Helped you when you had academic difficulties 2.65 2.49 2.10 2.75 2.40 2.25 2.63 2.52 2.45
Helped you get information on special opportunities (study abroad, internships, research projects, etc.) 2.76 2.52 2.11 2.79 2.29 2.24 2.83 2.64 2.47
Discussed your career interests and post-graduation plans 2.87 2.49 2.34 2.76 2.21 2.26 3.10 2.56 2.49

During the current school year, to what extent have your academic advisors done the following? (1=Very Little, 2=Some, 3= Quite a bit, 4= Very Much)

Cells highlighted gold indicate that the college mean score is lower than overall CSU mean and cells highlighted green indicate that the college mean score is higher than 
overall CSU mean. A 95% confidence interval around the overall CSU mean is used to determine if a college mean is statistically higher or lower than the overall value.

' College
Number of Meetings AS BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Overall

0 3.4% 10.2% 5.6% 9.8% 10.0% 12.3% 2.9% 8.5% 8.9%
1 23.9% 36.2% 31.0% 22.4% 32.0% 31.2% 22.9% 24.6% 28.8%
2 29.1% 24.9% 37.6% 32.2% 31.3% 24.7% 28.6% 32.3% 30.1%
3 16.2% 11.3% 8.9% 15.4% 13.1% 14.0% 18.6% 16.2% 13.6%
4 11.1% 5.1% 9.4% 9.1% 5.8% 6.2% 12.9% 10.0% 7.9%
5 2.6% 5.1% 3.3% 2.8% 1.7% 4.5% 5.7% 2.3% 3.3%

6 or more 13.7% 7.3% 4.2% 8.4% 6.2% 7.2% 8.6% 6.2% 7.3%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Response Distribution: During the current school year about how many times have you and an academic advisor discussed 
your academic interests, course selections, or academic performance?
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 Table C.3 Senior Distribution for Main Source of Advising Advice by College 

 

 

Response distribution: What has been your primary source of advice regarding your academic plans?
' College
Advising Advice Source AG BU EG HHS LA NS VM NR Overall
Academic advisor(s) assigned to you 48.7% 34.3% 46.5% 39.6% 27.9% 24.8% 57.1% 42.3% 36.7%
Academic advisor(s) available to any student 7.7% 6.7% 2.8% 10.8% 2.8% 12.4% 4.3% 4.6% 7.0%
Faculty or staff not formally assigned as an advisor 17.1% 18.0% 7.5% 18.1% 20.3% 14.8% 10.0% 22.3% 16.4%
Family members 7.7% 14.6% 7.5% 9.0% 14.1% 10.7% 5.7% 6.2% 10.2%
Friends or other students 7.7% 14.0% 14.1% 7.6% 10.7% 12.8% 4.3% 9.2% 10.7%
I did not seek academic advice this year 2.6% 4.5% 6.6% 4.2% 6.9% 6.2% 8.6% 0.8% 5.2%
Online advising system (degree progress report, etc.) 5.1% 3.4% 5.6% 6.6% 7.6% 8.3% 1.4% 6.2% 6.2%
Other 2.6% 1.7% 2.8% 2.8% 5.2% 2.8% 4.3% 1.5% 3.0%
Website, catalog, or other published sources 0.9% 2.8% 6.6% 1.4% 4.5% 7.2% 4.3% 6.9% 4.4%
Overall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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